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DETAILED ACTION 
Response to Amendment 

Responsive to Amendment received February 8, 2008. Claims 1-16 and 18-23 have been amended. 
Claims 1-26 remain pending. 

Response to Arguments 

1 . Applicant's arguments have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 
• In the remarks, the Applicant argues with substance: 

Argument A: Lakshman does not disclose " processing the identification to select at least two 
filters from a plurality of fixed length filters to filter the at least two clusters" 
In response to applicant's arguments against the references individually, one cannot show 
nonobviousness by attacking references individually where the rejections are based on combinations of 
references. See In re Keller, 642 F.2d 413, 208 USPQ 871 (CCPA 1981); In re Merck & Co., 800 
F.2d 1091 , 231 USPQ 375 (Fed. Cir. 1986). In rejecting the claims, the Examiner has applied Lakshman 
in view of Pitcher. Lakshman teach receiving an identification of at least two clusters of the discrete 
segments of data within a packet (packets contain segments of data see fig. 1) (col. 4, lines 48-54); and 
processing the identification to select at least two filters from of a plurality of filters to filter the at least two 
clusters (col. 4, lines 54-55 see also col. 5, lines 7-16) but fail to explicitly teach wherein the filters are 
fixed length filters and wherein each of the selected at least two fixed length filters has an offset value 
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corresponding to a beginning of one of the at least two clusters. However in Pitcher et al teach a method 
for filtering data packets in a network based on content of the data packets whose content meets a 
condition specified by a specific filter, (see abstract, column 3, lines 48-67). The filters have an offset 
value calculated from the beginning of the data packet and a fixed length (see column 7, lines 30-60, 
column 10, lines 25-28, fig 2-4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of 
the Applicant' s invention to combine the teachings of Lakshman and Pitcher et al because doing so 
would allow for Lakshman to filter data using fixed length filters and use an offset value to properly filter 
the data at the beginning of the data of interest. Therefore the combination of Lakshman and Pitcher 
teaches the claimed limitation. 

Argument B: It would have not been obvious to combine Lakshman and Pitcher as suggested by 
the Examiner. 

In response, the Examiner respectfully disagrees. KSR forecloses the argument that a specific 
teaching, suggestion, or motivation is required to support a finding of obviousness. In the instant case, 
Lakshman fail to explicitly teach wherein the filters are fixed length filters and wherein each of the 
selected at least two fixed length filters has an offset value corresponding to a beginning of one of the at 
least two clusters. However in the same field of endeavor, Pitcher et al teach a method for filtering data 
packets in a network based on content of the data packets whose content meets a condition specified by 
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a specific filter, (see abstract, column 3, lines 48-67). The filters have an offset value calculated from the 
beginning of the data packet and a fixed length (see column 7, lines 30-60, column 10, lines 25-28, fig 2- 
4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the Applicant' s invention to 
combine the teachings of Lakshman and Pitcher et al because doing so would allow for Lakshman to filter 
data using fixed length filters and use an offset value to properly filter the data at the beginning of the data 
of interest. 

Argument C: Lakshman ' s system does not indicate whether any filters ha ve a common length. 
In response, the Examiner disagrees. Lakshman teaches that potential filters can have a specific 
length, such as 512 bits each {see column 4, lines 28-47). 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC§ 103 

2. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) which forms the basis for all obviousness 

rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 1 02 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented 
and the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 
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3. Claims 1-26 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable by Lakshman et al (U.S. 
Patent No. 5,951,651) in view of Pitcher et al (US Patent No. 5,790,554). 

4. As per claims 1, 7-8, 12, and 18, Lakshman discloses an apparatus comprising a storage device 
configured to store control logic; a processor configured to execute control logic to perform the method 
comprising (router): 

(a) receiving an identification of at least two clusters of the discrete segments of data within a 
packet (packets contain segments of data see fig. 1) (col. 4, lines 48-54); and 

(b) processing the identification to select at least two filters from of a plurality of filters to filter the 
at least two clusters (col. 4, lines 54-55 see also col. 5, lines 7-16). 

Lakshman fail to explicitly teach wherein the filters are fixed length filters and wherein each of the 
selected at least two fixed length filters has an offset value corresponding to a beginning of one of the at 
least two clusters. However in the same field of endeavor, Pitcher et al teach a method for filtering data 
packets in a network based on content of the data packets whose content meets a condition specified by 
a specific filter, (see abstract, column 3, lines 48-67). The filters have an offset value calculated from the 
beginning of the data packet and a fixed length (see column 7, lines 30-60, column 10, lines 25-28, fig 2- 
4). It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the Applicant' s invention to 
combine the teachings of Lakshman and Pitcher et al because doing so would allow for Lakshman to filter 
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data using fixed length filters and use an offset value to properly filter the data at the beginning of the data 
of interest. 

5. As per claim 2, Lakshman discloses the plurality of filters have a common length (col. 4, lines 
30-33). 

6. As per claim. 3, Lakshman discloses each of the plurality of filters is 2 bytes (fig. 5, 75b). 

7. As per claim 4, Lakshman fail to explicitly disclose that the plurality of filters is configured so that 
each of the plurality of filters has an offset value corresponding to one of the discrete segments of the 
packet. However in the same field of endeavor, Pitcher et al teach a method for filtering data packets in a 
network based on content of the data packets whose content meets a condition specified by a specific 
filter, (see abstract, column 3, lines 48-67). The filters have an offset value calculated from the beginning 
of the data packet (see column 7, lines 30-60, column 10, lines 25-28, fig 2-4). It would have been 
obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time of the Applicant' s invention to combine the 
teachings of Lakshman and Pitcher et al because doing so would allow for Lakshman to filter data using 
an offset value to properly filter the data at the beginning of the data of interest. 

8. As per claim 5, Lakshman-Pitcher et al disclose that at least one of the plurality of filters has the 
offset value of 0 (Pitcher: figures 2-3). 
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9. As per claims 6 and 17, Lakshman discloses that a first one of the at least two clusters of data is 
formatted in accordance with a first protocol and a second one of the at least two clusters of data is 
formatted in accordance with a second protocol different than the first protocol (col. 2, lines 23-34). 

10. As per claim 9, Lakshman discloses receiving an identification of a protocol of the data and a 
value (col. 6, lines 34-40). 

11. As per claim 1 1 , Lakshman discloses that the mapping module contains further control logic for 
performing the steps of mapping the identification of the protocol of the data and the value to the at least 
two clusters of the discrete segments of data (col. 6, lines 42-51). 

12. As per claims 13-14 and 19-20, Lakshman discloses the steps of generating a filter mask that 
identifies segments of the at least two of a plurality of filters (col. 4, lines 55-66) and providing the filter 
values (col. 4, lines 66-67 through col. 5, lines 1-3). 

13. As per claims 15 and 21, Lakshman discloses the method further comprising the step of: 
generating at least one rule for combining data filtered by at least two of a plurality of filters (col. 7, lines 
1-17). 

14. As per claims 16 and 22, Lakshman-Pitcher discloses the method comprising the step of: 
selecting offset values for the at least two of the plurality of filters (Pitcher: figs 2-4) 

15. As per claim 23, this claim contains similar limitations as claims 1 and 12 above, therefore are 
rejected under the same rationale. 
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1 6. As per claim 24, Lakshman-Pitcher teaches the cluster map includes the offset of the first and 
second filters (Pitcher: figs 2-4). 

17. As per claims 25 and 26, Lakshman teach none or all of the plurality of filters overlap (column 4, 
lines 1-3). 

18. As per claim 10, Lakshman teaches that the value comprises an IP address (column 3, line 24- 
30) but fail to teach the use of DVB-T protocol. However, it would have been obvious to one of the 
ordinary skill in the art at the time of the Applicants' invention to use DVB-T protocol in Lakshman' s 
method because doing so would allow for the efficient routing of quality audio and video data by filtering 
Digital Video Broadcasting data using a plurality of filters. 



Conclusion 

THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth 
in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE MONTHS from 
the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date 
of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH 
shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action 
is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 



